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RESPONSE 



Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



Responsive to the office action of December 16, 2004, Applicant requests 
reconsideration of the application in view of the remarks presented herein. 

The Examiner has required a three way restriction requirement between claims 1 
to 25 and 31 drawn to an adhesive matrix, claims 26 to 30 drawn to a method of 
manufacturing the device of group I and claim 32 drawn to esters of trimegestone. The 
Examiner deems that restriction is proper under PCT Rule 13.1 because they lack the 
same or corresponding special technical features since the matrix and the device of group 
I can be manufactured by hot melt extrusion and not by the method of group II and 
because group III is directed to a compound that is not required to be included in the 
transdermal matrix or device of group I. 



Applicant respectfully traverses the restriction requirement since it is deemed that 
groups I and II should be examined in the same application under the Commissioners 
order of February 28, 1 996 relating to the treatment of product and process claims. It is 
deemed that the claims 26 to 30 which are drawn to the manufacture of the adhesive 
matrix of claims 25 to 31 should be properly joined together since they are of the same 
scope and if not examined together, they should be rejoined when the composition and 
product claims are deemed to be allowable since they are of the same scope. However, in 
order to be fully responsive to the office action, Applicant elects with traverse the claims 
of group I, namely, claims 1 to 25 and 31. 

Since the first office action was merely a restriction requirement, a prompt 
examination on the merits is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Muserlian, Lucas and Mercanti 




CharlesA. Muserlian, 19,683 
Attorney for Applicants 
Tel.# (212) 661-8000 
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